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ABSTRACT 

This research study surveyed the use of pass/no 
credit grading in student teaching. The measureInen^^ devices used vjere 
questionnaires developed to poll the opinions of the following 
groups: university personnel, coordinators of student teaching, 
noncenter hiring officials, student teachers, center cooperating 
teachers, and center administrators. Questions asked centered on 
approval or disapproval of pass/no credit grading in student 
teaching, opinions of the system's strengths and wesiknesses, and 
suggestions for improvement. . The composite summary of all data 
received indicates approval of the pass/no credit system from all 
personnel involved in the student teaching program. (Copies of each 
questionnaire are included as appendixes. Results of each 
questionnaire are included in the text.) (JA) 
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toward a non-conventional system. Student teachers evaluated under a non-conventional 
system have not had any difficulty obtaining their first teaching position. 

In the second stucly, Mesker developed an fnstrumert to assess the attitudes 
of superintendents of schools in Iowa and Placement Directors and Directors of 
Student Teaching at 29 Iowa teacher education institutions. He found that Iowa 
employing superintendents prefer the pass/fail system with a written evaluation 
of the student teaching experience to the present letter grade and recommendation 
system by approximately 2 to 1. 

Meskel also reported that by the fall of 1972, over one-half of all teacher 
education institutions in the state expected to be on a pass/fail system in student 
teaching. 

III. PROCEDURE 

Distinct questionnaires were developed to poll the opinions of representative 
groups concerned with evaluation in studerir. teaching (S^ e Appendices I - Vi). The 
questions posed were intended to be open-ended in an attempt to obtain more mean- 
ingful feedback. Each of the following groups were polled: 

I. University Personnel and Coordinators of Student Teaching 
II. Non-Center Hiring Officials 
III. Student Teachers 
IV. Center Cooperating Teachers 
V. Center Administrators 
The de'^ign of the first three questionnaires (See Appendices I - III) provided 
for the collect on of statistical data. Analysis of the comments permitted a 
categorization of responses for study. No attempt was made to categorize the 
comments on Questionnaires IV and V (See Appendices IV and V). Only representative 
comments ai'e noted in this portion of the report. 



Q 2. Thomas J. Meskel. "An Analysis of Iowa Superintendents* Opinions Concerning 

FRIT" Marking Systems for the Student Teaching Experience" Research Paper. College of 
Education, University of Iowa, Iowa City (Iowa), 1970. 
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Coordinator Questionnaire Responses N=17 

Would you like to see UNI continue the use of the pass/no credit grading 
system in student teaching? Why? yauw.y 

' . No. Not n ecessarily 

12 (71%) 3 im) — TW%) — 

What do you consider the major strengths of the pass/no credit evaluation 
system in student teaching? 

Combined categorized responses to questions 1 and 2 

« , - . . No. of responses 

2.1 Reduced pressure on student teacher for a 

grade -,0 

2.2 Reduced pressure of supervisors and coordina- 
tors to determine a grade 9 

2.3 Encourages individual development--leaming how 
to teach, lets student teacher concentrate on 
teaching, trying different methods, gives student 
teacher direction, serves as a motivator 8 

2.4 Written evaluations are n'ore objective and 
meaningful, provides more comprehensive and speci- 
fic evaluation, fairer, forces hiring officials to 
evaluate strengths and weaknesses, more effective.. 4 

2.5 Promotes relaxed atmosphere—better relationship 
with supervi:,or, reduces tension, put student 
teacher at ease 3 

2.6 It allows the evaluator to hide behind a nebulous, 
not easily understood system 1 

*n^35~" 

What do you consider the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit evaluation 
system in student teaching? aiuauiun 

Combined categorized responses to questions 1 and 3 

1 T n J ... . ' No. of responses 

3.1 Reduces student teacher effort, motivation, 

student teachers "cop out" 6 

3.2 Penalize grade conscious student teacher. 3 

3.3 Tendency of hiring officials to equate check 

points with letter n^ades 3 

3.4 Does not discriminate— no differentiation between 
high and low student teachers 2 

3.5 Allows weak student teacher certification 2 

3.6 Lack of guidelines— standardized grading practice.. 2 

3.7 Puts pressure on supervising teacher—grades 

tend to be higher T 

'W\9 



4. What recommendations would you suggest for improving the evaluation system? 

No, of responses 



4.1 Provide guidelines, explanatior.r to super- 
visors and student teachers. . . • 7 

4.2 Reduce the number of check point ^,olumns 4 

4.3 Reduce the number of items in each category 1 

4.4 Develop performance criteria • 1 

4.5 Use form 5A at midterm .... 1 

4.6 Provide more space for written evaluation 1 



4.7 Credit but no certification for "D" student 

teachers ' 1 

4.8 Eliminate the check list « 1 

n=17 

Coordinator Questionnaire Sunmary 
Seventeen of the University Coordinators responded to the questionnaire. 
Twelve (71%) coordinato-s indicated that they were in favor of the continued use 
of the pass/no credit grading system in student teaching. The reduced pressure 
on the student teacher for a grade and the reduced pressure ow supervisors and 
coordinators to determine a grade were considered the major strengths of the 
evaluation system. Coordinators felt that the major weakness of the evaluation 
system was that it reduced student teacher effort. The most prominent suggestion 
for improving the system was that guidelines and explanations should be provided 
to supervisors and to student teachers. 



University Personnel Questionnaire Responses N=10 

Breakdown by Position ^ 

Department Heads 9 \ . 

Placement Director 1 i 

1. Would you like UNI t continue the use of the pass/no credit grading system 
in student teaching? k^lhy? 

Yes No No Preference 

T"(90%) T 1 (10%) 

Categorized responses to question #1 

No. of responses 

1.1 Difficulty in assigning letter grades 2 

1.2 Written recommendations are more meaningful 2 

1.3 Encourages student teachar development 1 



, , _ No. of responses 

1.4 Trend to-vard pass/no credit in universities 1 

1.5 Promotes consistency in evaluation between 

centers • i 

1.6 Students show their true selves in a pon-threat- 

ening situation 1 

What do you consider the major strengths of the pass/no credit e/aluation 
system in student teaching? 

Categorized responses to question #2 

o 1 « No. of respons es 

2.1 Reduces pressure on student teacher for a " 
grade 4 

2.2 Counteracts variation in grading between centers ... 3 

2.3 Takes pressure off of the evaluators 2 

2.4 Encourages student teacher development 1 

2.5 Meaningful written recommendation; 1 

2.6 Forces employer to look carefully at written 
recommendations 1 

2.7 Reduces stigma associated with failure ........ 1 

2.8 None 2 

n=r5 

What do you consider the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit evaluation 
system in student teaching? 

Categorized responses to question #3 

. , , No. of responses 

3.1 No differentiation between low and high 

student teacher 3 

3.2 Reduced student teacher effort 2 

3.3 Reluctance to fail student teachers 

3.4 Penalizes grade conscious student teacher 

3.5 No feedback on performance of student teacher to 
department 

3.6 Written recommendations eliminate some student 
teachers from job market 

3.7 None 

l^^TTJ • 

What recommendations would you suggest for improving the evaluation 
system? 

. , . .. No. of respons es 

4.1 No credit for."D" work ~. 1 

4.2 Specific suggestions at M.T. for improvement. . . . . 1 

4.3 Move to competency based evaluation 1 

4.4 Improve training of supervisors 1 

4.5 Send copy of student teacher record to advisors ... 1 

4.6 Criteria for evaluation should be standardized and 
explained to student teacher 1 

4.7 More self-evaluation on a regular basis ] 

n=7 
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University Personnel Questionnaire Summary 
The Department Heads and Placement Director strongly supported (90%) the 
continued use of the pass/no credit grading system in student teaching. Reduces 
pressure on student teacher for a grade (Item 2.1), promotes consistency in 
evaluation between centers (Item 1.5 and Item 2.2), and difficulty in assigning 
letter grades (Item 1.1 and Item 2.3) were listed as the major strengths of the 
pass/no credit evaluation systen. This group felt that the major weaknesses of 
the evaluation system were that it did not differentiate between the low and 
high student teacher and that it reduced student teacher effort. 

Non-Center Hiring Officials Responses N=21 

Breakdown by Position No. of responses 

Superintendent 15 

Assistant Superintendent 2 

Principal 3 

Director of Personnel 1 

1. Would you like UNI to continue the use of its pass/no credit grading system 
in student teaching? Why? 

Yes Nj) No Preference No Opinion Unfamiliar 

10 5 1 3 2 

, % 53 26 5 16 *NR 

* Calculations of percentages do not include nuirher in "Unfamiliar" column since 
these respondents indicated they were not acquainted with the system. 

^Categorized Responses to question #1 

"Yes" Response No. of responses 

1.1 Grades are overemphasized, 

unimportant 8 

1.2 Relieves pressure on supervising 
teachers and student teachers 1 

1.3 Time is too short to assign a grade. . . 1 

1.4 Makes screening easier . 1 

n=ll 

"No" Response No. of responses 

1.5 A single Indicator is needed for 
comparison • 5 

n=5 
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2. Does the pass/no credit system (coupled with checklist and written 
recomntendations) provide you with the kind of information j^ou need 
in the screening process of potential candidates? 



Yes Questionable Not as Good Partially Unfamiliar 
17 1 1 1 — 1 

« 85 5 5 5 *NR 

3. Does absence of letter grades in our present pass/no credit evaluation system 
affect the employment opportunities of our teacher candidates? 

Y§1 No Unfair to Exceptional Student Unfamiliar 
4 15 1 1 

« 20 75 5 

4. What are the major strengths of the pass/no credit system in student 
teaching? 

Categorized response to question #4 » 

. , ^ No. of responses 

4.1 Reduces pressure on student teacher 4 

4.2 Places emphasis on learning to teach--allows 
student teacher the opportunity to try his 

i deas 4 

4.3 Comprehensive and specific concerning 

strengths and weaknesses 3 

4.4 Reduces conflict between student teacher and 
supervisor 2 

4.5 Reduces pressure for supervision by 

coordi nator 1 

4.6 Counteracts discrepancies between individuals 

in grading ] 

rP\5 



5.. What are the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit system in student 
teachi.ig? 

Categorized responses to question #5 



5.1 Does not discriminate, quality indicators 

needed , 5 

5.2 May reduce student teacher effort, motivation .' . 3 

5.3 Sets minimal goals 2 

5.4 Allows weak student teacher to get through. . . J 1 



n=12 

Non-Center Hiring Officials Summary 
The response from non-center hiring officials was only marginally supportive 
for the present system. Ten respondents (53%) indicated that they were in favor 
of the continuance of the system, five (26%) were opposed to, three (16%) had no 
Q opinion and one (5%) showed no preference. 

ERIC 



Officials supporting the evaluation program contended that grades were 
overemphasized and unimportant. Individuals opposed to the system felt that 
a single quality indicator was needed for comparison. However, 85% of the 
respondents indicated that the p*ass/no credit system (coupled with the check list) 
did provide the kind of information they needed in the screening process of 
potential candidates. 

Student Teacher Questionnaire Responses N=33 

1. Would you like UNI to continue the use of pass/no credit grading system 
in student teaching? Why? y y j 

Yei No No Prefer ence 

31 (94'^) 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 

In several instances respondents provided more than one reason. 
Categorized responses to question #1 

. . „ . No. of re sponses f 

1.1 Reduces pressure on student teacher for a grade. . . . . . 43 

1.2 Encourages development— learning how to teach 8 15 

1.3 Promotes relaxed atmosphere— better relationship 

with supervisor, reduces clashes 8 16 

1.4 Written evaluations more objective and meaningful . . . ! . 6 12 

1.5 More effective than a grade 5 -jq 

1.6 Forces hiring officials to look at strengths and 

weaknesses 2 4 

n^51 

2. What effect did the pass/no credit system have on you during student 
teaching? 

Categorized responses to question #2 

o 1 n J ^ . . No. of responses % 
Z.l Reduces tension, put me at ease, more relaxed 8 33 

2.2 Provided more comprehensive and specific 

evaluation 5 21 

2.3 Let me be more flexible, try different methods *. 4 17 

2.4 Let me concentrate on teaching rather than a grade .... 3 13 

2.5 Gave me direction I 4 

2.6 Served as a motivator ! ! ! ." 1 4 

2.7 Fairer • • • • 

2.8 None 1 4 

rF24 
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2A. Combined responses to questions 1 and 2 

2A.1 Reduced pressure for a grade. . . responses % 

2A.2 Encouraged development-learning how'ti teach;* ' ' " 

let student teacher concentrate on teaching, try 

different methods, gave me direction, served as 

motivator 

2A.3 Written evaluations more objectiie'andTOaningful;' " 
provided more comprehensive and specific evalua- 
tion; fairer; forced hiring officials to evaluate 
OA A strengths and weaknesses; more effective. ... ig oc 

2A.4 Promoted relaxed atmosphere-better relationship'; ' 

reduced tension, put me at ease . -15 22 

■n^74 

^' ^iJsW^jf would you suggest for impn)ving the evaluation 

Categorized responses to question #3 

3.1 Place full responsibility for evaluation with °^ '''P°"^"^ 
supervisors 

3.2 Strive for consistent philosophies of' evaluation ' ' ' ^ 
^ ^ °y supervisory and coordinators in all centers ... 2 

3.3 Reduce 5 point checklist to 3 points . . ' i 

3.4 Include more 2 and 3 way conferences ...''.''''' t 

3.5 Develop different evaluation forms for different ' ' " 
level and subject areas 

3'? Hci^inL^cf^ decision-making'on final evaluation.' 
0./ use form 5A earlier in evaluation 

3.8 Review and revise in each category 

3.9 Reduce number of items in each category.' .'.'"'' 

3.10 Expand written recommendation. ... 

3.11 Eliminate checklist 

3.12 Provide on form 5A the opportunity to 'evaluate ' 
supervisors and to self-evaluate . . 

3.13 Include other teachers of system in evaluati( 



ion 



n=18 

4. Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system in student teaching. ' 

»"s i"^^2e:t?or#"."°"""^^*^*^"- ''''' ''''' ^° the appropriate 

5. For Graduates Only: 

flfi?^ ^^ll^^l °^ letter grades in our present evaluation system in student 
teaching affect your employP-,nt opportunities in any way? H^^T 

fe-L ^ Undecided % 
29 97 0 — T 3- 

SIh^?^!^-^" evaluations provided more useful 
and effect", v.e information for the empioy.T. userui 
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student Teacher Questionnaire Summary 
A substantial majority (94%) of former student teachers were in favor 
of the continued use of the pass/no credit grading system. Students felt that 
the present system reduced the pressu'r^ for -a grade, encouraged development, 
provided more n^aningful evaluacion. and promoted a .^re relaxed atmosphere. 
Twenty-line out of thirty (97%) graduates felt that the absence of letter grades 
had no adverse effects on their employment opportunities. 

Cooperating Teacher Questionnaire Responses 
The following presentation represents the results of the analyzed data 
received from the 89 questionnaires returned. The questionnaire results recorded 
were received from cooperating teachers in our present University of Northern 
Iowa student teaching centers. The same centers are represented in this section 
as those listed under the report pertaining to responses by center administrators. 

The reasors for responses and additional comments quoted represent a sample 
Of those .-^ceived. Some are direct quotes 'rom the questionnaires while others 
are paraphrased examples representing similar comments found in answers .to the 
same questions. 

^'^'^'^ Tytltr '° ™' """""^ the "se Of the pass/no credit 

Yes. No Opinion No 

63(71%) 8 (9%) tI(20%) 

Reasons given for a no response: 

1. Grades are helpful in providing people incentive 1or success. 

*■ *° J^^'"^ pass/fall system is more responsible for 



5. At present, all students who pass get the same grade on their trans- 
cript. When the evaluator's form is removed after one year bcth the 
mediocre teacher and outstanding teacher have the same grade on their 
transcript. 

6. The prerent pass/no credit system works against the above average to 
excellent student teacher. 

7. Student teachers feel they have to do a pretty' poor job before they 
actually fail. 

Question P.. Has the pass/no credit system made evaluation easier or harder 
when working with UNI student teachers? 

Easier No Difference Harder 

^4T61%) 21 (24%) "~Tm6%) 

Question #2A. In what ways? (Harder or easier) 

1. Checklist easier than giving a grade. 

2. It varies with student teachers. Some just fit into the pass group 
while others you would like to give an "A" too, etc. 

3. The threat of grading "shading" made it difficult to achieve a good 
working relationship. 

4. The time spent in writing a just and fair evaluation is the same. 

5. You can evaluate the whole pattern and give a better picture than 
when it must fit into one or two letter grades. 

6. It's easier, then attention goes directly to the student teacher 
behavior rather than the letter grade. 

7. Grade competition is not as severe. 

8. Students are more open-minded on strengths and weaknesses, not so 
interested in final letter grades. 

9. It has made it more difficult to work with student teachers. In- 
creasingly, we note an attitude of "what does it take to get by" 
rather than striving to achieve an A or B. 

10. Much harder since more emphasis is placed on the evaluation. 

11. Really makes no differance time, etc. about the same. 

12. Easier since we now are able to evaluate on the basis of diagnostic 
and suggestive means rather than the grade as the almighty tool. 

13. Because of the lack of pressure on the student teacher he perfonns 
better and is easier to evaluate. 



14. About the same with a bit more care in compiling the written report. 

15. I feel comfortable evaluating student teachers in a written evalua- 
tion on their strengths and weaknesses but do not feel good about 
trying to force this evaluation into a letter grade. 

• 

16. I find the form is easier to follow since no distinct lines between 
an A or B have to be made. 

17. More work on my part, but I make a better evaluation. 

18. It has been an easier method for the cooperating teac. - dno it 
allows for a continued pleasant relationship with the student teacher. 

Question #3. Is the evaluation checklist found on the UNI final form consistent 
with a pass/no credit system? 

Yes No Opinion No 

74 (83%) 4 (4%) IT (12%) 

Question H. Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system; 

1. The checklist form of evaluation should be made more specific. 

2. When my student teachers discuss their evaluations, invariably they 
want to know how they compare with other student teachers, a grade 
would tell them. 

3. A letter grade means much more to the student teacher. 

4. Checklist needs to be simplified. 

5. A student should receive more than just a "pass" grade for the 
effort put in. 

6. The present rating form is construed by many to be analogous to A, B, 
C, etc. 

7. With the pass/no credit system the student teacher feels more comfort- 
able in trying creative teaching. 

8. It appears as if now we are giving "withdrawals" and no one really 
receives a "no credit" grade. 

9. If the student is still in student teaching by the 3rd or 4th week 
he feels assured of "passing". For some this takes the pressure off 
and they improve other than start loafing. 

10. If a student really wants to become a teacher they will work hard 
regardless of the grading system. 

11. I feel it has created a more relaxed teaching experience for the 
students. 

12. If all coordinators and supervisors could agree on what an A, B, C, 
etc. is then the grading system is better than pass/no credit. 



13. Grades still create more of a challenge than the pass/no credit. 

14. Not having to worry about justifying an A or B. etc. allowed me time 
to concentrate on the areas of weakness.. 

1?. This is the way a person in business is graded, either produce or we 
will find someone who can. You can't be just average anymore. 

16. A'. .-^ .ities are better with the pass/no credit system. 

17. Maybe students should have the option of taking grades or pass/no credit. 

18. Pass/no credit is more professional in spirit. 

19. Form is ambiguous in that several areas are under each category, 
so sheet is difficult to use. 

20. A three point scale might be of more value, now it parallels a grading 
SCdiG A> C> D> F. 

21. Just glad grades are no longer a part cf student teaching. 

22. The pass/no credit system encourages student teachers to do further 
self-evaluation. 

Cooperating Teacher Questionnaire Summary 
Although the percentages recorded are not overwhelming in terms of providing 
support for continuation of the p^sj/no credit system. 7}% is a sufficient majority 
to assume most cooperating teachers feel the use of the pass/no credit system is 
worthwhile. The data further revealed that the majority of those surveyed felt 
that the pass/no credit system made evaluation easier for cooperating teachers. 
A large majority {83%) indicated that the final evaluation form used for the 
purpose of evaluating UNI student teachers was consistent with the use of the 
pass/no credit system. 

The comments recorded were included to represent the feedback received from 
cooperating teachers. The majority of the comments represent support for the 
pass/no credit system with the exception of the comments related to question #1 
which were solicited for the purpose of receiving negative comments about the 
pass/no credit system. No attempt was made to categorize the comments but rather 
to include those comments that were representative of the remarks received. 



The overall feedback from cooperating teachers in present UNI student 

t 

teaching centers is illustrative of majority support for the continuation of the? 

pass/no credit system of evaluating UNI student teachers, \ 

t 

\ 

Administrative Questionnaire Responses ; 

» 

The results included under the title administrative questionnaire responses ^ 
are based upon the data received from the questionnaires given to selected 
University of Northern Iowa student teaching center administrators. The admin- 
istrators sur\ey included elementary principals, Jr. High assistant principals, 
Jr. High principals. Sr. High assistant principals. Sr. High principals. Directors 
of Elementary Education, Directors of Secondary Education, Personnel Directors, 
Assistant Superintendents and Superintendents. 

The survey breakdown below showed how responses were received, according 

to administrative positions. The following responses were recorded: 

7 elementary principals, 3 Jr. High principals, 0 Jr. High assistant 
. principals, 4 Sr. High principals, 1 Sr. High assistant principal, 

3 Directors of Elementary Eduxation, 1 Director of Secondary Education, 

4 Personnel Directors, 4 Assistant Superintendents, 7 Superintendents, 
and those who listed their position only as building principals 

• numbered 24. 

The administrators involved in this phase of the survey included those from 
the large as well as the small school system presently cooperating in the Univer- 
sity of Northern Iowa student teaching programs. 

The results show the responses in terms of the overall support for the 
pass/no credit system, and selected representative comments are included to 
show the general reaction of our center administrators to our pass/no credit system. 

The following is the list of centers that participated in this survey of 
reaction to the pass/no credit system: 

Cedar Falls Council Bluffs Mason City 

Cedar Rapids Fort Dodge Waterloo 

Charles City Lakes 

Clinton Marshall town 
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The questions are presented and data recorded according to the way it was 
presented on the survey instrument. 

Administrative Questionnaire Responses 
fluestioruQ. Would^you like to see UNI continue the use of the pass/no credit 

IP-, , No Opinion No 

50 (83%) 4 (7%) rim) 

Reasons given for a No response: (Selected responses) 

^' LSen-eZ'thSn'jJ^ information about a candidate's student teaching 
experience than the pass/n0> credit seems to provide. '-^aunng 

to spot check-grades student teaching woulS Lit this neel " 

5. No, I would not like to see it continued. I feel a qood or nut- 
j;sJ?.?p?s1""r4Jij!"'" ^^'^^ «re ric:g????ortht 

"""'^"^ 2e"i5es thrs';Sd.'„'?l\?r'™ '"I^V" *° 

employrent? ^""^ ""Sirring a candidate for 

, No Opinion No 

12 {20%) 3 (5%) ■ 7^ (75%) 

Selected comments related to question 2: 

'■ rlden^su™!' " ' ""^ ^1^°. even with the 

2. Yes, this is good. 

3. No, I have never used the letter grades as a criteria. 

4. No, have always reviewed narrative evaluation both from teachers of 
UNI and supervising teachers. Grades not that important 

5. No, just more work in initial screening. 

6. No. 1"°^ than in the past. A letter grade or the pass/fail system is 
only as good as the accompanying information substantiating ft 
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7. No more than has ever been the case. 

8. I have always depended more on the written evaluation of the super- 
vising teacher than the grades. 

9. I have always used the written evaluation in preference to grades. 
Question #3. What do you consider the major strengths of the pass/no credit system? 
Selected comments: 

1. Easier for the supervising teacher. 

2. I feel that it doesn't stamp a prospect as a "B" teacher or a "C" 
teacher. I feel it gives a more complete picture of the candidate's 
capabilities. 

3. Reduces some pressure on the student. Forces a more complete 
evaluation. 

4. Student teachers appear to work under less strain. They concentrate 
more on doing a good job for the sake of doing rather than obtaining 
a high letter grade. 

5. Not influenced by a grade now. 

6. More emphasis put on the comment part of the evaluation. 

7. Takes pressure off the supervising teacher in trying to decide between 
a C, B, etc. 

8. Supervising teachers feel freer to discuss the student teacher's 
work, 

9. A good letter grade was deceiving, it depended upon the personality 
of the evaluators. 

10. Helps student teacher to be more creative without worrying about 
being graded for it. 

11. Forces the e valuator to be more objective as he writes his comments. 

12. Keeps the University frDm using grades as a club over students. 

13. Removes the pressure and a;tificial stimulation for work and allows 
the student to accept criticism more in the way it is intended. 

Question H. What do you consider the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit system? 

Selected comments: 

1. I don't feel there is a major weakness in the pass/no credit system. 

2. Allows little, if any, flexability in evaluation. 



r 
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Sfea q[ven to 1 \t ' f'f '^'''"^ the blanket 

thlrLt tandina InnS tochers I'm still of the opinion 
Tom mlnlT ^ * 'h°"^^ classified in 

4. Some students become too lax. 

5. The system may lack the "punch", many student teachers may need. 

6. The best students are not rewarded by "A". 

7. Unless good comments are made, there i«; littio rhanr<» +,v w,-.*- • .. 
from the ^ery good to the mediocre *° distinguish 

8. I need r.;ore "specific" information about a candidate's student 
teaching experience than the pass/no credit system seL to provide. 

^' U?oLJ\'h*rcni^^^ this system requires a more conscientious 
approach than some supervising teachers are willing to provide. 

10. In screening more time is required for selection. 

Additional reactions .oward pass/no credit system: 

1. I definitely hope that the pass/no credit system is here to stay. 

2. I hope the university will continue to monitor its use. 

3. Additional time needed for true evaluation of the system. 

??n^°[iue'L^Tl1ood" ^"^P^^*--- ^"P----- 

iea?h?ng^^J'cLte"l^ji^^g p^J^^ie^^^^^^"** 

^* wRere'as' [hpTfif?-'"°'?^^ "9"^"*^'^^ ^^P^^t^ °f a teacher. 
nS c"re"i H^l^^^. ^^^^"^"^ evaluated by pass/ 

7. I feel the pass/no credit is an accurate as any method. 

^' S^h-^J'^^'*^-^^'^ the letter grade, the curve and 

Z £^^p?^?^Xir:c?2s^^-- was'always^7:a;"o^.t. 

enteS thI'Lc';P^°T' '^"9"^*"^^ °" « recommendation ^epre- 

sented the best professional judgement of the writer. 

LV!!^!''^ ^"^ directed to the actual evaluation 

of performance--not some sort of grade summary. «vaiuaxion 
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n. At least allow students to elect either pass/no credit or to be 
given a letter grade. 

12. Pass/no credit does not put a premium on superior effort. 

13. Present evaluation form -is ambiguous in that several areas are 
under each category so the form is difficult to use. 

Administrative Questionnaire Sunvnary 

The administrative report presented results that shewed the cross section 
of administrators represented in the UNI student teaching centers give majority 
support (83^) to the continuation of the pass/no credit system for student teach- 
ing evaluation at the University of Northern Iowa. In the survey of UNI center 
administrators only 10% opposed the continuation of the pass/no credit approach. 
1% had no opinion on the same topic. 

Even with the high incidents of support for the use of a pass/no credit evalua- 
tion only 20% responded that such a system forced them to consult other references 
besides the student teaching grade. 5% had no opinion and 75% reported that the 
system did not force them to do any additional consulting of reference. It should, 
however, be noted that many of the accompanying comments pointed out that previous 
to the initiation of the pass/no credit system additional references were consulted 
without prompting. Therefore, it cannot be said that the pass/no credit form of 
evaluation failed to force employers to consult other references but rather may 
have helped to reinforce an already used practice. 

The comments recorded were included to illustrate the kinds of feedback 
received from administrators concerning the pass/no credit evaluation system. The 
comments listed were representati"e of the many received, but no attempt was made 
to categorize the feedback from the student teaching center administrators. As 
presented the overall feedback from administrators was highly positive toward 
providing support for the pass/no credit evaluation system. 
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COMPOSITE SUMMARY OF ALL DATA RECEIVED 

T'.e results of the complet3 survey are highly conclusive in terms of pro- 
viding majority support for the pass/no credit system of evaluating student 
teachers. (See Appendix VII) The overall concern of the study was to answer the 
question of whether the pass/no credit system should be continued. Based on the 
total results it appears that the pass/no credit approach should be continued. 

The results are so conclusive that no segment of those involved in this study 
recorded anything but majority support for continuation. This conclusion is most 
impressive when it is considered in light of the fact that the study included all 
personnel involved in the student teaching program. Majority support was given by 
student teachers, cooperating teachers, school administrators and hiring officials, 
and University representatives. 

Additional support was provided for the continuation of the present evaluation 
procedure including the use of the present evaluation form. Majority support 
was also received from all segments surveyed. 

A further look at the results reveals that even those v/ho do not come in 
direct contact with the UNI student teaching program felt that the use of the 
pass/no credit evaluation procedure has much merit. The comments of those outside 
the present UNI student teaching centers were very similar to those made by admin- 
istrators and cooperating teachers in our present center locations. This would 
seemingly indicate that regardless of ones contact with or use of such an approach 
to evaluation, most professionals involved in the education of teachers feel that 
th-^s system has more than enough merit to warrant its continued use. 

Based upon the data assembled it is the recommendation of this committee that 
the University of Northern Iowa Department of Teaching continue the use of the pass/ 
no credit evaluation procedure. It is also further recommended that the presently 
used evaluation form 5A (revised) be retained as the instruirent for use in the 
ERJC recording of the final evaluation of UNI student teachers. 



Appendix I 
University of Northern lor?. 
Office of Student Field Experience 

Dear Educator: 

In an effort to keep our student teaching prcorarr continually meeting the 
needs of our students and the public schools, v/q ere cncG more seeking your 
opinions. 

As you are probably av;ara, the University of "crth^rn Iowa moved from a 
letter grade for student teaching to a pass/no cradle sysieim on a trial basis 
some three years ago. We are now interested in rscaiving the reactions of those 
who have worked vith the pass/no credit system to res 1: it really merits our 
continued use. 

Enclosed you will find a brief questionnaire <!?.: -rzd to gather feedback 
from public school administrators, cooperating teachers, student teachers and 
university representatives on the use of the p?.ss/-o credit system. We would 
very much appreciate your honest responses to tha CL3stions posed. Your opinions 
are highly regarded so any additional comments you wish to make will be greatly 
accepted. 

Please return the questionnaire to the Office of Stident Field Experience, 
Price Laboratory School, Cedar Falls, Iowa 50513. 
Thank you for your coopGration. 

Sincerely ycurs, 

Pa?3/:io Credit Survey Committee 
University of Northern Iowa 



QUESTIONNAIRE FOR UNIVERSITY PERSONNEL 



POSITION 



Would you like to see UNI continue the use of the pass/no credit grading 
system in student teaching? Why? 



What do you consider the major strengths of the pass/no credit evaluation 
system in student teaching? 



What do you consider the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit evaluation 
system in student teaching? 



What recomnendations would you suggest for improving the evaluation system? 



Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system? 



Appeidix II 

QUESTIONNAIRE PGR MON CENTER HIRING OFFICIALS 

POSITION 



Would you like UNI to continue the use of its pass/no credit grading 
system in student teaching? Why? 



Does th2 pass/no credit -.yste-n (coupled with the checklist and written 
recoirmendations) provida you /ith the kind of information you need in the 
screening process of potential teaching candidates? 



Does absence of letter grades in our present pass/no credit evaluation 
system affect the employment opportunities of our teacher candidates? 



What are the major strencths of the pass/no credit system in student 
teaching? 



What are the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit system in student 
teaching? 



Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system in student teaching? 



Appendix III 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENT TEACHERS 



Would you like UNI to continue the use of pass/no credit grading 
system in student teaching? Why? 



What effect did the pass/no credit grading system have on you during 
student teaching? 



What reconmendations would you suggest for improving the evaluation 
system? 



Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system in student teaching? 



FOR GRADUATES ONLY: 

Did the absence of letter grades in our present evaluation system in 
student teaching effect your employment opportunities in any way? How? 



Appcr.dix 17 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CCOPEF.^TING TEACHERS 



Teaching Level: Elem, Jr. Hi\ Sr. Hi. 
1. Would you like to see UNI continue ti)e use of the pass/no credit system? 



2. Has the pass/no credit system n;2de e/aluction easier or harder when 
working wich UNI student teachers? In v.r.at ways? 



3. Is the evaluation checklist found on the UFil final evaluation form 
consistent with a pass/no credit systein? 



4. Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system: 
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Appendix V 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ADMINISTRATORS 

Your position 



If"ilS/°why?'^^ *° continue the use of the pass/no credit system? 



Has the pass/^n credit system forced you to consult other references 
Desides the scudent teaching grade ./hen considering a candidate for 
employment? 



t do you consider the major strengths of the pass/no credit system? 



What uo you consider the major weaknesses of the pass/no credit system? 



Additional reactions toward pass/no credit system: 



Appsndix VI 

COMPOSITE SJf-rARY OF QUESTION #1 

Each of the groups responded to the question: Would you like to see 
UNI continue the use of the pass/no credit grading system in student teaching? 

The following table represents the various group responses: 





Yes 


No 


NO L 

Necessarily 


Preference 


Opinion 


Unfamiliar 


Coordinators 


12 


3 


2 








University Personnel 


9 


0 




1 






Non Center Hiring Officials 


10 


5 




1 


3 


2 


Student Teachers 


31 


1 




1 






Center Cooperating Teachers 


63 


18 






8 




Center Administrators 


50 


6 






4 




Total 


175 


33 


2 


3 


15 


2 



r 




JUL i 1 Wd 



July 16, 1973 





""i^TA-^ vf^ fix.' 



Mr. Raymond Kuehl» Coordinator 
Student Field Experience 
Department of Teaching 
llalcolm Price Laboratory School 
University of Northern Iowa 
Cedar Falls, Iowa 50613 

Dear Mr. Kudil: 

The report on your Pass/Ho Credit Survey vaa sidelined due to my^^ (L^^ ^Y^^ 
absence froa the office vhen it arrived and for soraetine after that ^ d-^(t:faJCc~ 
due to a number of priorities which needed attention. ^jJtZ^ 

I am scndins the report to Joel Burdin, Director of ERIC Clearinghouse Y^^^'^JL, 
on Teacher Education. Dr. Burdin is also the editor of the Journal o^^,./ 
Teacher Education, I am certain that he vill give this thorough con- ^( ^-^7^1 
sideration for possible use in the Journal and will lilccly be in con- ^ 
tact with you. 



possible use in the Journal and will lilccly be in con* 
O?ont you, Joel?) 



Sincerely yours. 




Melvin C. Buller 
Executive Secretary 



cc: Joel li. Burdin, Editor 

Journal of Teacher Education 



ERIC 



